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Paid software solution
(owned by Lexis Nexis)

{@ PatentAdvisor

Patent Advisor offers:

* Examiner Statistics and trends

* Corporate and law firm statistics

* Art Unit assignment prediction/refinement

* PTABdecisions (includingissue-based review)

Paid software solution
with limited free
functionality

Patent Bots offers:

* Automated proofreading
* Examiner Statistics and trends
* Art Unit assighment prediction/refinement

* Client-law firm mapping



Big Patent Data includes:

Paid software solution
with limited free
functionality

¢ Art Unit and examiner statistics

Big Patent Data has a very useful and entertaining blog

biggatentdata

~

Patentpruferincludes:

Free software solution;
allows users to
contribute comments
regarding examiners

* Art Unit and examiner statistics
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Paid dashboard With Patent 300 includes:
some limited access for e Corporation portfolio and law firm statistics
free




Using Patent Advisor’s
graphical QuickPAIR
view to quickly
understand the
prosecution history of a
case

Situation: You receive a file and a draft to review prior to filing.

VIEW AVERAGE BY: _Procedurs  pip
—

Title: PRINTHEADS AND PRINTHEAD CARTRIDGES USING A PRINTHEAD
Status: Patented
Patent Number: 7,758,169

YEAR1 YEARZ YEAR3 YEAR4 YEARS

i RCE

Filing date oa ‘oA oa ! ©OA  ©OA Apheal OA ©OA OA  OA oA :

20050127 Issuance:
5 years,
2 months

Examiner’s Average Number
o Office Actions between
Filing Date and Allowance: 2

PHASES OF PROSECUTION

W initial Filing W Appeal
W Abandonment W Request for Continued Examination [RCE)
B Exsminer’s Typical Allowance Window

W ssuance
W Office Action/Respanse

A wasted RCE and
additional round of
responses
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* Weak § 112 enablement rejection

* 2 OAresponses,an RCE, then a NFOA response after the RCE before
abandonment
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The counsel didn’t address this
“rejection; it was affirmed.
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Some of us may have spoken with examiners who do not like to conduct

How could you go >ome 2y have th ex
. interviews. This particular examiner is but one example of someone for whom
wrong with an the default recommendation of an interview may be a bad idea.
interview?
16.6% 87.3%
Potected B Abandoned  Patsted  Abwndonad  Pendivs Al Acplcations
Percantage of Applications withat least o terview Miovance [
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? H Appeals are slow and expensive. If you want something allowed quickly for your
ShOU Id la ppeal ? Does it client, the best route is usually to work with the examiner. But these tools can

make sense to do a pre- help identify cases in which it may make sense to appeal—and further, when the
appeal conference?
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H If your client’s goal is to get something allowed quickly, then it may make sense
Wthl’:\ group Of to target certain Tech Centers/Tech Center Groups/Art Units.
examiners do you wa nt

examining your
application?

&

96.0% ) Top 5 Technalogy Center Group Candidates

Tech Center Group 2850/2860:
Printing/Measuring and Testing
Toch Cantar: 7900

Allowance Rate: 83,0%

Tech Center Group 2870/2880 : Optics
Toch Cantar: 2800

Allowance Rate: 80,0%

Tech Center Group 1740  Tires, Adhesive
Bonding. Glass/Paper making, Piastics Shaping &
Maolding

Tech Center: 1700

G

Allowance Rate: 67.5%

Tech Center Group 1720 Fuel Cells, Battery,
Flammable Gas, Sotar Cells, Liquid Crystal
Compositions

Tch Cantar: 1700

Allowance Rate: 70,2%

Tech Centes Group 3720 : Manufacturing Devices
& Processes, Machine Toots & Hand Tools

Toch Canter: 3700

Allowance Rate: 70.9%

15  HP Private, Confidential for Internal Use Only
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When you pick up a file and see that you have a challenging examiner, it may be
These tools ca n. be a good idea to let the client know that examination may take longer than might
hE'pr' to set client be expected (and may be more expensive).
expectatio ns There may be times when a client might be willing to make significant

amendments to get the case allowed relatively quickly (e.g., to have IP as part of
a pitch to investors)—particularly when the examiner is more challenging.
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Patent Bots releases What is Patent Bots looking at in its quality rankings?

H H The Patent Bot Al tool scans through all of the patentsissued in a given year, and
annual gua | Ity ranki ngs looks for (1) numbering, (2) antecedent basis, and (3) word support errors in
of law firms and each patent. Averages for 1-3 are determined for each firm, and the firms are

corporations then ranked.

Patent Quality Rankings

1600: Taralli, Sundheim, Covell & Tummina
1700: Amin, Turocy & Watsen

Top Firm by 2100: Holland & Hart

Tech Center, 2400: Harrity & Harrity
2600: Harrity & Harrity

. . 2800: GTC Law Group

3600: Harrity & Harrity
3700: Posz Law Group



Patent 300 provides Data points include, average numbers of OAs, average numbers of RCEs,
pendency, interview statistics, etc.

analytics on different
aspects of corporate
patent portfolios and
competitive law firm
analysis

The Patent 300® is an annual compilation of the top
300 companies, organizations, and universities in the

d 4
iA
I ’I EN - patent field, based on the quantity of issued U.S.
i < 7 . patents each year.
2 A

The Top 300 Patent Owners

Patent Advisor TC2400 (5 year window) TC1600
compares law firms by .
normalizing examiners
by difficulty
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